














































































Table A-3.  EFH Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix

1-01 Because no draft or final EIS was prepared by 
NMFS before the proposed SEIS, we believe 
NMFS should first prepare a draft EIS, followed by 
a final EIS. A SEIS should be preceded by an EIS 
which has gone through the public review and 
comment process.

2-01, 
16-02, 
22-01

We are concerned that NMFS is conducting a 
public process at the same time that they are in 
negotiations with plaintiffs to reach a settlement. 
This makes us wary of the legitimacy of the 
scoping process and the analysis that it initiates.

6-01 Proceed with identifying and protecting both EFH 
and HAPCs through the EIS process, and involve 
fishermen and the public generally in the process.

3-05,  
7-06,  
9-07, 
17-05, 
19-09, 
20-06

The completion of an SEIS should await revision 
of the NMFS interim final regulations and 
guidelines by the new Administration.

2-01,  
16-01, 
21-06, 
21-07, 
22-01, 
27-01

The original EA analysis should be revamped to 
address NEPA requirements; concentrate solely 
on addressing the NEPA deficiencies in the 
analysis for its original EFH plan.

1-02 EFH designations should be evaluated in light of 
the Presidential Executive Order that requires 
agencies promulgating regulations to prepare a 
"Statement of Energy Effects:, relating to any 
action that may have "any adverse effects on 
energy supply..." for submission to the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB).
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1

Issues Not Considered in 
the EIS

Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative 
Actions

Other Issues to be 
Considered in the EIS

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the EIS
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Table A-3.  EFH Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix (continued)

C
om

m
en

t I
D

 (
le

tt
er

 n
u

m
b

er
-c

o
m

m
en

t 
n

u
m

b
er

) 

Comment Summary
1-03,   
3-01,  
17-01, 
20-01

Evaluate in detail one or more alternatives that 
identify and describe EFH based on criteria that 
limit the extent of EFH to habitat that is a) truly 
necessary for Council managed fishery species; 
and b) within the Council's jurisdiction.

7-01,   
8-01,   
9-01,  
19-02

The SEIS must identify and describe EFH through 
specific criteria that limits the extent of the 
program to marine or estuarine environments 
within the EEZ that are truly essential for fishery 
species. Each alternative  should include 
explanations of why each area has been identified 
as EFH.

2-02, 
21-02, 
21-08, 
22-02

We ask that the responsibility for development the 
EFH alternatives and analysis be removed from 
agency and turned over to Council staff.

2-04, 
21-01, 
22-04

The EFH preferred alternatives should be 
selected using the National Standards as required 
under federal law.

4-06 The SEIS should also include existing information 
on habitat types in the North Pacific and Bering 
Sea, gear impact assessment from published 
literature, the status of ecosystem health in the 
various Gulf, Bering Sea and Aleutian Island 
regions, and socioeconomic data on industry 
sectors and fishing communities.

4-07 The SEIS should incorporate the knowledge and 
experience of both fishermen and local area 
managers.

21-15 Establish a framework for standards of scientific 
and any "non-scientific" information that the public 
may want to insert into the analysis. 
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Issues Not Considered in 
the EIS

Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative 
Actions

Other Issues to be 
Considered in the EIS

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the EIS
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Table A-3.  EFH Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix (continued)
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Comment Summary
4-07, 
12-02, 
13-01, 
13-02, 
14-06, 
15-05, 
23-16

The SEIS should establishing a process to ensure 
that local stakeholders participate fully in the 
designation and design of management 
alternatives for EFH and HAPC. The active 
involvement of coastal community stakeholders is 
a valuable incentive for identifying protective 
measures. For decision making to be 
precautionary, it must be open, informed, and 
democratic and must include all potentially 
affected parties, including indirect stakeholders.

23-16 AOC proposes that NMFS and the NPFMC 
specifically include a precautionary management 
approach to protecting EFH in both groundfish 
fishery management plans... Preventative action 
to protect habitats should be taken in advance of 
scientific proof of causality; the proponent of an 
activity, rather than the public, should bear the 
burden of proof of showing that a fishing practice 
or gear will not result in environmental harm.

3-02,  
7-02,  
9-02, 
17-02, 
19-03, 
20-02

The SEIS must identify and evaluate all nonfishing 
activities that may be affected by EFH. Only 
activities with significant and direct identifiable 
effects on EFH should fall under scrutiny.

19-04, 
20-03

Limit conservation measures recommended for 
fishing and nonfishing entities to those truly 
necessary to supplement stipulations already in 
place under existing local, State and Federal 
regulatory controls.

8-03 Each SEIS alternative must identify and evaluate 
in detail all nonfishing activities that are effected 
by EFH. 
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Issues Not Considered in 
the EIS

Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative 
Actions

Other Issues to be 
Considered in the EIS

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the EIS

7

1 1
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1

5/23/2003  Page 3 of 18

brownj
A-39

brownj
Effects on Non-fishing Interests of EFH Description and Identification

brownj
Appendix APreliminary Final EFH EIS - January 2005



Table A-3.  EFH Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix (continued) 
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Comment Summary
3-03,  
7-03,  
8-04,  
9-03,  
9-05, 
17-03, 
19-01, 
19-05, 
20-05

Limit conservation measures recommended for 
fishing and nonfishing activities to those truly 
necessary to supplement those already in place 
under existing regulatory mechanisms… which 
include the Clean Water Act, Coastal Zone 
Management Act, Endangered Species Act, and 
state and local forest practices, mining, 
agricultural, and land use laws and regulations. 
The SEIS must list all existing regulatory controls 
that area already available and explain in detail 
why EFH regulations do not duplicate each.

19-08 Conservation measures must be based on the 
best scientific information available while 
minimizing costs and duplication and include 
recommendations to increase scientific 
research/data in support of the fishery 
management requirements of the Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act.

14-01 In order to meet the requirements of NEPA, we 
have strongly urged that NMFS develop a 
comprehensive conservation alternative in its 
PSEIS based on an ecosystem approach to 
groundfish management.

14-05, 
15-04

We recommend that NMFS establish a timely 
process for identification of a network of marine 
reserves in the Bering Sea. We would like to give 
special emphasis to the critical need for protecting 
pelagic EFH in this network of marine reserves. 
HAPCs should also be expanded to include 
pelagic habitats that meet the criteria of ecological 
importance, sensitivity to degradation, and stress 
from development.
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Issues Not Considered in 
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Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative 
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Other Issues to be 
Considered in the EIS
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Table A-3.  EFH Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix (continued)
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Comment Summary
14-06 Identify the need for the application of best 

available science and with meaningful community 
involvement in the protection and management of 
EFH (including MPAs).

14-02 We feel it important to recognize that there is 
strong scientific justification for protecting key 
EFH in a network of marine reserves.

15-06 AMCC feels that the designation of MPAs should 
be considered both as a means to protect EFH 
and HAPCs from damaging fishing practices and 
as a way to sustain commercial fishing.

18-04 Design sanctuaries or refuges as pockets of 
biological diversity; management plans which 
sustain and maintain biological diversity; artificial 
reefs to enhance habitat.

23-20 AOC supports the designation of a network of 
marine refuges that encompass the major 
representative habitats found in coastal and 
offshore areas off the  North Pacific coast.

23-17 It is essential that the environmental effects of a 
network of habitat research areas are fully 
evaluated in this proposed EIS and immediate 
measures are taken to implement such areas in 
both groundfish FMPs.

25-01 Even though multiple programs will have to be 
tailored for each local ecosystem, small areas will 
have to be set aside as nonharvest zones (only 
subsistence use).

23-01 NMFS must take an aggressive approach to 
protect EFH and the marine environment by 
implementing measures, including no-take marine 
reserves, area-based gear restrictions, and other 
gear modifications.
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Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative 
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Other Issues to be 
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Table A-3.  EFH Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix (continued) 
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Comment Summary
19-01, 
19-07, 
24-01, 
24-03

Examine in detail the direct and indirect economic 
and social effects of EFH designations on Alaska 
Natives, and specifically ensure conformity with 
ANCSA section 2(b), which requires maximum 
participation  of Alaska Natives in decision-making 
affecting their rights and property.

7-05,  
9-06, 
15-08, 
19-08, 
21-10, 
21-12

Conservation measures must ...include 
recommendations to increase scientific 
research/data in support of the fishery 
management requirements of the Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act. Incorporate 
experimental designs and controls into any 
measures to protect EFH that may flow from a 
redefinition of EFH, or into any further measures 
to minimize, to the extent practicable, effects of 
fishing gear on EFH.

12-03 Research is needed to provide significant stock 
sustainability and abundance benefits for target 
species. Efforts are needed to improve the 
available stock assessment, fish habitat and 
behavior research.

23-05 Where data is limited, the SEIS must evaluate 
whether that information can be obtained, and 
how long it may take to obtain necessary 
information.
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Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative 
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Considered in the EIS
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Table A-3.  EFH Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix (continued)
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Comment Summary
2-06, 
21-09, 
22-06

As part of the designation process the agency 
and Council should give high priority to seeking 
expert, unbiased advice and initiating research to 
correctly identify and rank the importance of EFH. 
Engaging a team of objective and allocationally 
neutral scientists (NMFS habitat scientists, 
NPFMC SSC, university researchers) for the 
preparation of the EFH EIS analysis and the 
development of management options would be a 
good way to proceed.

2-05, 
21-04, 
22-05

We do not support the inclusion of alternatives 
that do not seek to minimize the potential adverse 
effects on the human relationship to the resource.

15-02, 
21-14

Quantitative thresholds of uncertainty should be 
implemented that weigh potential economic and 
ecological costs against present understanding of 
the effects of fishing on habitat and species 
diversity.

21-03 The environmental impacts on the "relationship" 
of humans to their resource must be included in 
the EIS.

23-03 The environmental effects of [bottom trawling] 
must be fully analyzed by appropriate experts in 
the fields of biology, ecology, oceanography, and 
fisheries biology, according with the requirements 
of NEPA.

21-11 Proceed cautiously with the process of 
considering changes in the existing management 
regime to protect EFH off Alaska. Poorly 
conceived measures may actually concentrate 
fishing effort, possibly creating problems that did 
not exist before.
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Considered in the EIS

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the EIS
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3
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Table A-3.  EFH Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix (continued)
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Comment Summary
21-13 Until a better scientific foundation is available, a 

reasonable and fair standard of precaution should 
be adopted to evaluate effects of all options an all 
bottom tending fishing gears.

21-15  Define how the concept of "adequate precaution" 
will be applied to information about the effects of 
all fishing gears in the analytical process. 

4-03  the EFH SEIS should include a reasonable range 
of alternatives including: status quo; no net 
increase in impacts; appropriate gear 
modifications; elimination of high impact 
gear/transition to lower impact gear; and closures 
to all bottom fishing. a no-action alternative should 
be considered when there may be evidence of 
harm caused by an activity.

6-02 Include among the alternatives a wide range of 
measures to protect specific habitat areas from 
the damaging effects of fisheries. These would 
include total closures at one end of the spectrum, 
to rotating or seasonal closures, to selective use 
of fishing gear and ways to encourage conversion 
to less damaging gear or technique, to perhaps 
just a monitoring program at the other end.

13-03 Consider a spectrum of protective measures 
including conversion of bottom trawling to lower 
impact gears where appropriate, limiting areas 
open to bottom trawling to where their effects on 
seafloor habitats are minimal, and closures to all 
bottom fishing in areas carefully selected for their 
ecological significance.
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Issues Not Considered in 
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Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative 
Actions

Other Issues to be 
Considered in the EIS

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the EIS

1 1 1
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Table A-3.  EFH Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix (continued)
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Comment Summary
15-10 Alternatives to consider for the protection of EFH 

are: status quo; gear modification; gear 
restrictions/ allocations to promote gear 
conversion; closures to all or a significant amount 
of bottom fishing; full area closures.

2-10,  
21-18, 
22-10

Year-around closure of areas should be 
considered actions of last resort. Alternatives that 
include gear-modifications and seasonal 
closures... should be made as specific as 
possible.

23-01 NMFS must take an aggressive approach to 
protect EFH and the marine environment by 
implementing measures, including no-take marine 
reserves, area-based gear restrictions, and other 
gear modifications.

23-16 A reasonable range of alternatives, including a no-
action alternative should be considered when 
there may be evidence of harm caused by an 
activity.

2-08, 
22-08

Without additional research, will the agency 
assume that fixed gear has the same impact as 
trawl gear or that it has no impact at all?... An 
alternative should be included that specifies no 
additional protective measures will be taken until 
adequate scientific information is available.

21-19 The range of options for the analysis for areas 
open to trawling should start from something less 
restrictive than the current no-trawl areas to an 
option where trawling is limited to the total of the 
areas where it currently actually occurs. An 
adequate experimental design would be 
incorporated into the measures developed within 
this range.
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Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative 
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1 1
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Table A-3.  EFH Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix (continued)
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Comment Summary
23-19 NMFS and the NPFMC must reexamine its 

dependence on bottom-tending mobile gears and 
utilize existing fishing practices that have low-
impacts to EFH and the environment. NPFMC 
should analyze the use of incentives such as 
allowing exemptions for gear shown not to be 
detrimental to habitat, and voluntarily switching to 
low impact gears such as hook-and-line and pots.

2-07, 
21-16, 
22-07

Limit Alternatives in the analysis to include only 
exploration of past actions taken by the Council.

4-01 Although this level of discrimination may be more 
appropriate at the HAPC level, considering habitat 
categories as an alternative to the existing EFH 
designation could provide a useful exercise and 
result in a more meaningful use of the EFH term.

11-01 I urge the agency to adopt a definition of EFH that 
can be backed with good science on the 
importance of that habitat to a species, and that 
can be applied to specific geographic locations 
that are critical to the survival and reproduction of 
a target species. That definition should not be 
crafted to include any habitat or geographic 
location where a species is merely known to 
occur.

21-05 Using fishery dependent CPUE data to define 
which habitats constitute EFH is inappropriate 
because areas of high CPUE may reflect 
regulations, availability, fishable bottom, 
temporary aggregations, etc. rather than habitat 
critical to particular life stages.

13-05 Consider the impact of bycatch into the equation 
as you determine EFH.
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Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative 
Actions

Other Issues to be 
Considered in the EIS

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the EIS
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1 1
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Table A-3.  EFH Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix (continued)
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Comment Summary
14-04 We strongly recommend that NMFS recognize 

U.S. coastal and marine waters in WWF's priority 
areas for biodiversity conservation  in the Bering 
Sea as essential fish habitats.

15-01 EFH designation must incorporate the biological 
requirement of not only target species, but those 
of associated species as well, including upper and 
lower trophic animals.

15-07 The designation of EFH should include the 
identification of a managed species' general 
distribution and core habitat areas.

13-04 Habitat alternatives incorporate precautionary 
management to account for the biological 
requirements and ecological interactions of all 
species in a diverse marine community.

15-03 AMCC recommends that HAPCs be used as an 
additional tool for the protection and designation 
of EFH. HAPCs are areas of significant value 
based on "ecological importance, sensitivity to 
human-induced environmental degradation, 
stress to the habitat from development activities, 
and rarity of the habitat."

24-01 I am requesting HAPCs because of proposed and 
existing activities pose a threat to the existing 
fisheries in Knik, AK.

23-18 FMPs should identify HAPC within EFH for all 
managed species.  One approach the NPFMC 
can take is to designate, as HAPCs, those areas 
within a species' EFH that have historically 
contained the highest abundance levels of a 
particular stock.
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Issues Not Considered in 
the EIS

Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative 
Actions

Other Issues to be 
Considered in the EIS

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the EIS

1 1
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1

1 1

1 1
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1
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Table A-3.  EFH Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix (continued)
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Comment Summary
16-03 Any recommendations or alternatives that are 

developed without first reviewing the existing 
management and extensive scallop observer data 
would be flawed.

16-04 We are concerned that you will not review the 
thesis of Teresa Turk (MS, University of 
Washington 2000).

18-01 EFH regulations  must be very precise in definition 
to include affects on all stages of life history of fish 
biological diversity.

2-09, 
21-17, 
22-09

Rank the importance of designated EFH, and if 
additional areas are identified, priority should be 
given to the areas that are most essential, with a 
limit not to exceed 20% of the fishing grounds.

23-02 Existing EFH designations should not be 
significantly modified - unless the best scientific 
information available supports such a 
modification.

18-02 Provide protection for nurseries and rearing 
grounds; spawning beds; prime feeding areas; 
upland tributaries; estuaries; kelp beds; geologic 
formations which create upwelling of nutrients; 
littoral and supralittoral zones of the shore where 
forage fish, mollusks, crustaceans etc. spawn 
critical food web components.

18-03 Provide protection from: chemical, physical, and 
biological alteration of water quality.

23-06 Gear assessment must include full analysis of the 
direct, indirect and cumulative adverse effects of 
physical disturbances, biological disturbances, 
and chemical disturbances.
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Issues Not Considered in 
the EIS

Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative 
Actions

Other Issues to be 
Considered in the EIS

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the EIS

1

1

1
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1 1
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Table A-3.  EFH Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix (continued) 
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Comment Summary
24-02 "I request status quo on any redesignation of 

lesser protection (EFH) until the impacts of such 
action can be considered, to the social, economic 
and environmental to my community of Knik."

4-04 Significant issues to consider relative to each 
alternative should include the ecosystem health 
and diversity, the vulnerability of each HAPC to 
disturbance, and the socioeconomic impacts to 
fishing fleets and fishing communities.

4-02 In categorizing habitat and identifying HAPC, we 
believe the following factors need to be taken into 
consideration: vulnerability or resilience to 
disturbance; ecological function; and rarity or 
uniqueness.

4-05 HAPC areas should be designed  to accomplish 
clearly defined habitat objectives with the least 
disruption to local fishing fleets.

4-08 We recommend that the Agency consider officially 
designating the Southeast trawl closure area and 
Sitka Pinnacles as MPAs or HAPC, as 
appropriate.

5-01 For purposes of mitigation identify all areas that 
are currently closed to trawling... to be analyzed 
by depth and environment.

15-12 Observer coverage could be modified to more 
closely monitor habitat identification.

15-09 Mitigation of the effects of fishing gear should 
include habitat restoration and protection.

2-11,  
21-19, 
22-11

Alternatives should be designed to minimize 
reallocative gains to existing participants.
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Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative 
Actions

Other Issues to be 
Considered in the EIS

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the EIS
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1 1 1 1
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Table A-3.  EFH Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix (continued)
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Comment Summary
12-01 The trawl fleet needs to be reduced and more 

reasonably controlled. A reduction in larger, more 
powerful vessels should be targeted. Protective 
measures to convert bottom trawling to lower 
impact gears to lessen the footprint on the 
ecosystem.

15-11 AMCC recommends that an alternative in the 
EFH EIS should weigh the potential benefits of 
increasing gear conversion to pots. This may 
alleviate some unintended increases of the 
bycatch of HAPC biota as predicted with longline 
gear.

15-13 It is important to delineate between various gear 
types and intensity of effort. This includes 
consideration of the degrees of impact within a 
gear type and the impact between different gear 
types.

23-19 AOC proposes that NMFS and the NPFMC 
evaluate and implement a maximum diameter 
size limit on rockhopper and rollergear in the 
groundfisheries for the purpose of preventing 
trawling in the most complex habitats.

23-04 We urge NMFS and the NPFMC to include a full 
analysis of the effects of fishing on EFH and the 
environment and not rely heavily on prior EFH 
analyses and NEPA analyses… This assessment 
must include a full and objective analysis of both 
environmental and EFH impacts for each gear 
used in these fisheries and must be based on the 
best scientific information available. 

8-06 Where activities adversely affect EFH, the SEIS 
must define recommended conservation 
measures necessary to address and mitigate the 
impacts. 

23-11 What are the alternatives available to minimize 
this adverse effect?
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Issues Not Considered in 
the EIS

Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative 
Actions

Other Issues to be 
Considered in the EIS

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the EIS

1 1

1

1

1

1

1

1
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Table A-3.  EFH Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix (continued) 
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Comment Summary
23-12 Which of these alternatives are "practicable" to 

implement? How is the Council determining 
whether an alternative is "practical?" How is this 
approach consistent with the Magnuson-Stevens 
Act and implementing regulations?

23-13 If a measure is not presently practicable, would it 
be practicable if phased in, or implemented to 
occur at a set date in the future?

23-14, 
23-15

If a gear may be resulting in an adverse effect to 
EFH, are there any precautionary measures that 
can be taken to minimize the risk of potential 
adverse effects to EFH?  When will research 
provide such information? 

2-03, 
22-03

HSCC does not support the inclusion of any EFH 
alternatives in which zero-risk is a goal or in which 
the fishery is assumed to cause adverse impacts 
unless it can be proven otherwise. 

12-04 Sea lions are linked to a stable and growing 
herring stock. All efforts must be quickly organized 
to sustain and enhance this vital link of the ocean 
ecosystem of the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea.

25-02 "The type of program I was looking at was kelp 
and herring restoration as a starting point."

C
rit

er
ia

 fo
r D

es
cr

ip
ti

o
n

 a
n

d
 Id

en
ti

fi
ca

ti
o

n 
of

 E
FH

Su
gg

es
te

d 
A

lte
rn

at
iv

e 
fo

r S
al

m
on

 E
FH

M
iti

ga
tio

n 
M

ea
su

re
s 

to
 M

in
im

iz
e 

th
e 

A
dv

er
se

 E
ffe

ct
s 

of
 

Fi
sh

in
g 

on
 E

FH

H
A

PC

Sc
ie

nt
ifi

c 
In

fo
rm

at
io

n,
 R

es
ea

rc
h,

 a
nd

 U
nc

er
ta

in
ty

Ef
fe

ct
s 

of
 F

is
hi

ng
 o

n 
EF

H
 a

nd
 M

iti
ga

tio
n 

M
ea

su
re

s

Ec
on

om
ic

s/
 S

oc
io

ec
on

om
ic

s

Ec
os

ys
te

m
, W

ild
lif

e 
an

d 
O

th
er

 N
on

-ta
rg

et
ed

 M
ar

in
e 

Sp
ec

ie
s

R
eg

ul
at

or
y 

C
om

pl
ia

nc
e

G
en

er
al

 C
om

m
en

ts

Sc
ie

nt
ifi

c 
In

fo
rm

at
io

n/
R

es
ea

rc
h

N
EP

A
 D

oc
um

en
t a

nd
 P

ro
ce

ss

R
eg

ul
at

or
y 

C
om

pl
ia

nc
e 

an
d 

D
up

lic
at

io
n

G
en

er
al

 C
om

m
en

ts

Sc
ie

nt
ifi

c 
In

fo
rm

at
io

n/
R

es
ea

rc
h

N
EP

A
 D

oc
um

en
t a

nd
 P

ro
ce

ss

Ec
on

om
ic

s/
 S

oc
io

ec
on

om
ic

s

Issues Not Considered in 
the EIS

Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative 
Actions

Other Issues to be 
Considered in the EIS

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the EIS

1

1

1 1
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1

1
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Table A-3.  EFH Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix (continued)
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Comment Summary
3-04,  
7-04,  
8-05,  
9-04,  
17-04, 
19-06, 
20-04

Evaluate in detail the direct and indirect economic 
and social effects on nonfishing entities, including 
small entities and local communities, of the 
designation of EFH, activities that adversely affect 
EFH, and recommended conservation measures.  
These impacts must include the cost of using 
consultants to meet EFH consultation 
requirements. It must also include the cost of 
processing and approval delays, and costs to 
federal, state and local agencies, as well as 
private applicants.

5-02 Overlay all foreign fishing data for longlining and 
trawling (1965-1988) onto the matrix of current 
fishing areas of the Americanized fisheries.

5-03 Analyze the impact that foreign longlining and 
trawling had on all identified EFH and HAPC in the 
Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands. 
Factor for gear size that was not under 
development for bycatch avoidance and 
unobserved data for both catch rates and area of 
operation.

5-04 Analyze for expectable continued "utilization" year 
to date and apply value for the continued usage of 
all the identified grounds.

5-05 Please place into the scoping comments for EFH 
SEIS the testimony of Senator Frank Murkowski 
read into the Congressional Record May 4, 2001.

5-06 Also place the five part series "Environment, Inc." 
beginning April 22, 2001 in the Sacramento Bee, 
written by T. Knudson.
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Issues Not Considered in 
the EIS

Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative 
Actions

Other Issues to be 
Considered in the EIS

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the EIS
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1
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Table A-3.  EFH Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix (continued)
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Comment Summary
23-08 It is imperative that the assessment includes 

conclusions as to the spatial extent and level and 
type of disturbance occurring throughout state 
and federal waters and in each particular EFH.

23-09 How is the council defining an "adverse effect"? 
How is the Council's definition consistent with the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act and implementing 
regulations?

23-10 Is a fishing gear resulting in "adverse effects" to a 
particular EFH? If yes, then which EFHs are 
adversely affected and how so?

24-04 Request you incorporate into FMP these dioxin 
studies: Trace amounts of dioxin readily enter the 
food chain, and area hazardous to human 
consumption (EPA water office). Interim report on 
data and methods for assessment for 2,3,7,8 
Tetraclorodibenzo-P dioxin risks to aquatic 
organisms and associated wildlife (EPA Office of 
Research and Development). Human health risk 
report (National Technical Information Service 
Center, DOC). 

24-05 "I am requesting your cooperation in coordinating 
an assessment for Knik incinerator and Entech 
incinerator."

24-07 "Suggest you put in FMP that responsibility for 
assessment lies with facility operator to get 
assessment."

24-08 "Request a means to access fines for fertilizer 
and oil spills and pipelines discharges in FMP."
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Issues Not Considered in 
the EIS

Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative 
Actions

Other Issues to be 
Considered in the EIS

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the EIS

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

5/23/2003  Page 17 of 18

brownj
A-53

brownj
Effects on Non-fishing Interests of EFH Description and Identification

brownj
Appendix APreliminary Final EFH EIS - January 2005



Table A-3.  EFH Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix (continued)
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Comment Summary
10-1 Well designed and enforced EFH areas and 

refugia will result in a long-term increase of 
sustainable catch and allow populations to 
rebound after being subjected to stress.

14-03 The EFH EIS should look closely at the effects of 
bottom trawling on crab habitat.

27-02 There is insufficient scientific data available for the 
preparation of an EIS.

27-03 The EIS process will invite attempts to reallocate 
the resources among participants in the fisheries.

27-04 Fish stocks are currently in good condition.  Any 
fishing impacts occurred long ago.  There are no 
noticeable ongoing impacts.

Total Unique Comments
Total Comments
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Issues Not Considered in 
the EIS

Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative 
Actions

Other Issues to be 
Considered in the EIS

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the EIS

1

1

1 1

1

1
15 1 30 6 7 5 11 6 13 3 13 11 10 2 4 2 6 2
24 4 36 7 13 19 13 16 13 8 13 11 20 11 6 2 18 2
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